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- What Does “Famlhes Flrst Agenda” Mean? |

Last month, the members of the Presrdent s party introduced a package of legislative
proposals they call the “Famrhes First Agenda,” which they say is the plan their party would
follow if returned to the leadershlp of the Congress next year. The proposals include “paycheck
security,” “health care secunty,” “retirement security,” “personal security” and “economic
security” — which Senators from the other side of the aisle argue are legislative issues they not
only themselves endorse, but i in most cases have acted on. Maj ority-party Senators contend the
Balanced Budget Act, the welfare reform bill, the health reform bill and others passed by this
Congress (often with little helpj from the President’s party) would accomplish much of the goals
of “Families First,” yet the bills have been either vetoed or stymied. -

Three Senators offered thelr response this week to “Families First” on the Senate ﬂoor '

. Much of what this so-called agenda advocates would have been realrzed with the
enactment of the Balanced Budget Act (originally called by its sponsors in 1993 the .
“Families First” bill), landmark legislation that included a $500-per child income tax
credit, elimination of the marriage penalty, welfare reform, and other reforms that would

- have assured that taxpayers keep more of their own hard-earned money. It was vetoed by
the President last year, the same president who has yet to propose a real -balanced federal
budget of his own. What kind of personal and economic security can we provide for
ourselves, much less odr children, if we cannot balance the budget? How can we put
‘faniilies first when the obwous goal of this president’s party is to put government first?

. _ Senators on both srdes of the political aisle voted for the Health Insurance Reform Act,
- sponsored by Senator Kassebaum (R-KS) In fact, it passed the Senate 100-0 in April.
The House had prevrously passed its health reform bill. Yet, because of obstructionist
tactics by a senior Senator of the President’s own party, this bill has not been allowed to
" - advance to a House-Senate conference, and thus is blocked from becoming law.

e« - Believe what we say, ignore what we do: this seems to be the motto of the President and
his party this election year. Americans might wish to avail themselves of the leglslatlve ,
record before they cast their votes in November :

1

Staff Contact: Judy Gorman, 224-2946
‘[See the attached pages from the July 10and 11 Congressronal Record for remarks by Senators Thomas (R-WY),
~ Grams (R-MN), and Coverdell (R-GA) ]
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MEASURE PERFORMANCE RATHER
THAN RHETORIC -

Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, we

wanted to visit just a little bit about

the program that has been set up by
our. friends on the other side of the
aisle. I am delighted that there has

been some kind of effort to put to-

_gether an ageénda. I think it goes to in-
dicate a little bit about the differences
that we have, in terms of solving prob-
lems for this country; differences that
we have in terms of how we see the role

of the Federal Government in our lives’

and, really, an issue about this whole
matter of the end of big Government.

It is interesting. The Prime Minister
this morning quoted the President and
so on, saying ‘‘The era of big Govern-
ment is over,” yet our friends on the
other side bring out an agenda that de-
scribes all the things that the Govern-
ment is going to do. I have to tell you,
I am a little impressed with the notion
that it is a matter of some spinning for
political purposes, rather than talking
about what we really want to do.

The Democrats come out with an
agenda to do something at the same
time they are keeping from happening
all the things practically that we de-
cided to do this year. It seems to me it
"is a transparent kind of an idea of talk-
ing about it but not doing. Walking the

- walk? No, Talking the talk? Of course.

And that is where we are.

So 1 really think we ought to chal-

* lenge our friends over there to really

take a look at what is happening here,
and if they are talking, really wanting
to do what they are saying, let us do it.
Let us talk about health care. My
friends on that side have not even al-
lowed us to appoint conferees. to do
something with the health care pro-
gram that is there 'and ready to. be
passed.

Our friends talk about balancing the

budget. The Democrats were in charge

of this place and the House for 25 years
and never balanced the budget. Now
the agenda is: Balance the budget. -
Madam President, | when' you and I
.. were in the Housé, we had a budget
“called ‘Puttlng Famuies First.” That

: that this
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budget included a $500 per child tax
credit, it included anticrime initia-
tives, it included welfare reform, it in-
cluded market-based health care re-
form, indexed capital gains Our friends
ogposed it. They said, "We can't do
that

That budget would have been putting
families first, giving an opportunity for

. families to do the things for them-

selves that we think they ought to do—
putting families first. I guess.all I can
say is I am really getting exasperated
with this process of ours where the idea
is to see how much you can spin and
how much you can talk and how much
you can say but not do anything ‘about
causing it to happen.

It is almost cynical that we have now
the most technical, greatest opportunl-
ties to communicate so c!::op e can
have input into their own Governmen
and, at the same time, it is more and
more difficult to really understand
what people are for. And as this elec-

tion comes up, that is what we ought

to be deciding: What direction do we
want this country to take, not what
people are going to say but,. in fact,
what they have done.

The records do not match this kind .
of rhetoric. President Clinton opposed -

the balanced budget amendment. Those
folks all voted against ‘a balanced
budget amendment, practically all.
The President vetoed the first balanced
budget in a generation..That is the
walk, that ls not the talk. We have had

Most o us ‘came to ‘the Senate and
said voters told us very clearly, "‘We
have too much Federal Government, it
costs too much and we're overregu-
lated,”” and we have tried to change
that.

Frankly, the Democrats have done
all they can do this whole year to keep

- things from happengﬁ We had an. op-
s

portunity and we have an oppor-

‘tunity: the first balanced budget in a
* generation to reduce the size of Gov-

ernment, telecommunications reform
happened this year, line-item veto hap-
pened this year. It never happened be-
fore. Co ional accountability,
product liability. We have done those
things. .and we were able to achieve
some  of these goals, .understanding
that Washington is part of the prob-
lemn, not. indeed, part of the solution.
So, Madam President, I have been

very impatient with this idea of get-

ting up and making all these great

- speeches ‘about things we are for, and

then when we have an opportunity to
do it, we have an aﬁ:portuntty to put it
into. place, then we find is opposi-
tion, all we find is, ‘Well, I'm for a bal-
anced budget, but I can't be for this
one.’
“I'm for welfare reform, but [ can't
be for this one.
“I'm for sendmg Medicaid back to.

‘the States some more, but I can’t be

for this one.”
That is what we have heard the en-
tire year, and:continue to hear that.

Now they come forth with the -fami-
lies. ﬂrst agenda, promoting- most of
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the things they have opposed through-
out the year. :

.Madam President, | Just find it frus.
trating. as you can probably tell. It is
time that we begin to  measure per-
formance rather than measure rhet-
oric. We have an opportunity to do the
things that we set out to do this year.
We still have an opportunity to do it.
We have an opportunity to have medi-
cal reform, we have an opportunity to

‘have some welfare reform, we have an

opportunity to balance the budget, we
have an opportunity to reduce the size
of Government, we have the oppor-
tunity to have some tax relief.

Which of those things have been sup-
ported on the other side of the aisle?
None. But then they have an agenda,
an agenda because that is what the

t polls say, and that is what it sounds
good to say to people. It does not mat-
ter that it is not going to happen. It .

does not matter that they are not
:valall:(mg the walk, it is Just talk the

I suppose- this is fairly harsh stuff,
but [ can tell you, I have watched this
go on now for some time, and it contin-
ues. Of course, as we get toward an
election. year, it becomes more and
more heightened in terms of the rhet-
oric that is there. -

So I hope that as we make some of
the changes that need to be made in
this Government, 'a government of the
people and pecple deciding, making de-
cisions—that is what elections are

-about, talking about what direction

this country will take, and-we have an
opporthnit{:o really measure perform-

ance, not rhetoric, and that is what we
have an opportunity todo. ~
Madam ident; let me yield to my

associate from Minnesota.
- Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

R —

WORKING FAMILIES DESERVE
SOLUTIONS, NOT SLOGANS

Mr. GRAMS. Madam  President, we
have heard a lot of talk from W
ton recently about the hardships that
are facing working Americans. Tax
rates. are up, job opportunities are
down, interest rates are ris while
paychecks are  shrinking take-
home pay is not going anywhere at all.
But the families trapped on this eco-
nomic seesaw are feeling anxious and
unsure about the future, and are
loo the Federal Government for
”ﬂ“ tha | fun

ost everyone agrees t a -

damental responsibility of Congress
andtMPmldentlstou'ytohelpen-
sure greater opportunities for working
Americans, so men and women can
seek better jobs that will lift their
standard of living, and the real debate
going on in Washington today centers
around just how that should be accom-
plished. :

“The Democrats in Congress are say-
ing the answer is to simply raise the

minimum wage. But that is a polltical'
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smokescreen that flies in the face of
reality, an attempt to mask a 40-year
record of voting for policies that have'
actually lowered family incomes.

.- The truth is that most minimum
‘wage positions are either part-time:
Jjobs that are. held by students, entry-
level jobs for young people who are just!
trying to get into the work force, or
second jobs held by men or women|
whose spouse is. the primary bread-!
winner. ) . . . :

Raising the cost of doing business by!

- raising. the minimum wage is probably.
' g:mg to mean even fewer of those jobs.:
me statistics say as many as 600,000

of those jobs will be lost. killing work:

opportunities for young people and

those families who depend on that sec-'

ond income. i

Besides artificially inflating salaries.
by hiking the minimum wage. it ig-'
nores the real concerns of many work-|
ing ‘Americans, working Minnesotans.

Yes, they want better jobs that pay
_better salaries, but they have told me'.

repeatedly that what matters most Lst
not how much you earn but how much
of your own paycheck you are. allowed
to keep after the Federal Government
has deducted its taxes.

We have debated the issue and put
the issue of minimum wage to rest by
passing that legislation yesterday. Yet,

- the issue of tax relief for families has -

been virtually ignored in the Demo-
crats’ ideas recently in their recently’
released blueprint for their 1996 cam-
paign season that they have entitled .
“Families First.” : i
They are billing their plan as a road-
map for the future of their party. Con-
~ gressional Democrats have not created
an agenda for change but have instead
produced a roduct of some ambi-
tious political polling. They say that
they are in favor of education, in sup-
of welfare recipients working, and
helping families and helping children.
In other words, if a majority of Ameri:
cans told the pollsters they liked it
then according to the Democrats, they
like it, too. ‘‘Some people say it is a
tiny agenda, it is too modest or too
bland ®* * * and my .answer is that
whatever it is, it is what pecple told us
is their concern now.”” And thess are
the words of House Minority Leader
RICHARD GEPHARDT, in what really was
a. surprisingly - forthright nod to the
power of election-year polls. - N
Let me say again what RICHARD GEP-
HARDT said. He said, "Some people say
it's a tiny agenda, it's too modest or.
too bland * * *** Mr. GEPHARDT went on
to say, “and my answer is that what-
ever it is, it's what people told us‘is
their concern now.” o N
; . the results of their polling. |
is tiny agenda, however, comes
with a massive price tag. Paying for

the families-first promises could cost -

American taxpayers an additional $500
. billion over the next 6 years. While the
document is so intentionally vague
that computing a precise cost estimate

... is next to impossible, it is clear that -

the cost would be enormous, especially
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if you add that new cost onto the $265
billion tax hike imposed by President
Clinton and the Democrat-controlled
Congress in 1993. B

If the families first title sounds fa-
miliar, well, it ought to because back
in 1994, Republicans in the U.S. House
champioried a proposal we called "'Put-
ting Families First,”” which I intro-
duced along with Congressman TiM
HUTCHINSON of Arkansas. ’

We introduced the families-first bill
in 1993; and in 1994 it became the Re-
publican alternative; and in 1985 we
worked it into our first balanced budg-
et that we sent to the President last
year. So the families first title is not

new.
Unlike the Democrats’ families first, -

however, it was not a political state-
‘ment, it was not a statement that we
conjured up to ¢oax voters .in an elec-
tion year. Our plan, our families-first
version, was a well-reasoned alter-

| native bddgéuromul that was spe-

cifically crafted to create new opportu-
nities for working Americans, to give
them those job opportunities and the
better pay that they are talking about.

The heart of our plan was a per-
child tax credit that would benefit
520,000 Minnesota families. Nearly $50
million a year in tax savings would go

ers, then the
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Democrats are serious, if they are seri-
ous about trying to ease the tremen-
dous burden faced by American work-
. will drop the campaign
theatrics and they will help join the
Republicans in truly putting families
first by turning our promises into law.
Ihthtr'nk they deserve nothing less than
that. '

I thank you, Madam President, and [
yield the floor. If there are no other
speakers, I suggest the absence of a
quorum. - - ' : '

just to the residents in my State of

Minnesota. That is far more than the
12.000 heads of households in Minnesota
who would be eligible for the boost in
the minimum wage, according. to data
compiled by the Joint Economic Com-
mittee. . N ’

So what would have done more good? .

It would have been better to pass some
of the tax relief that we have advo-
cated. and called for rather than a
smokescreen of just a amall portion in
cthe minimum mrpum families
first sought to further strengthen fami-
lies by reforming the broken welfare
system, combating crime through new
get-tough initiatives, by ol sen-
sible health care reform while ing
the deficit by $150 billion. Republicans
in both the _and the Senate em-
braced it as our alternative to the big

taxing, big spending budgets of the
‘for dramatic
_change, putting families first offered a
strong defense of the American family.
The D ts'’ version of families
first is a placebo. s lackluster concoc-
tion that
medicine, but in reality it offers no
cures.

amiiics frst by pudgets

Republicar "_ llo- wed mﬂ'wm '

in 1993 and 1996, balanced budgets, t
built on that strong foundation.
have -pledged to continue to fight
the per-child tax credit. for addi-
tional tax relief to make it easier for

businesses to be able to create

As a potent

budget that . reduce
‘and the amount
pay on their mortgage, on their car
.loans and student loans.

Minnesota families deserve solutions,
not a lot of empty slogans. If the
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will masquerade as some new

that a family has to-
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L 'PUTTING PEOPLE FIRST
- ~ Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President.

: had an interesting presentation. here

‘. this morning, built around what appar-
| : . ently is going to be a Presidential cam-

-y

' praludo to the 1982 Presidential cam-

i _paign. The book, Mr. President, was en-
. titled “Putting Pooph First,” very,
"~ very familiar to this new theme we
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they meant when they published ''Put-
. ting People First,”” every American
‘taxpayer better duck, because the
promise to lower taxes became an ac-
tion of increasing taxes to the highest
level in American history.

I read from an editorial published by
Bruce Bartlett: ‘‘Last week I disclosed
that total . taxes, Federal, State, and
local, as a share of gross domestic
product were the highest in U.S. his-
tory in 1995 at 31.3 percent. In 1992,
total taxes as a share of GDP equaled
30 percent. In other words, it is up 1.3
percent.” That is just a huge, huge sum
of money.

Mr. President, the Federal tax take
is expected to shoot up this year by an-
other 5.4 percent. Mr. President, the
book '‘Putting People First,"’ promised
to lower taxes, and resulted with the
election. The American people elected
President Clinton based on these prom-
ises, and what happened to them was

that they were confronted with the -

highest tax increase in American his-
tory

vidual family, since President Clinton
has been elected, in having to pay an-
other $2,000 o Government: costs. The
cost of Government has been pushed
out another 3 days. American families,
today, work from January 1 to July 3,
giving July 4 in America today an ex-
traordinar_y meaning.

"Mr. President, in 1992, we were prom-
ised, in "Putting People First,"" that
taxes would be lowered. As I have said
here .over and over, as have others,
taxes were raised and the effect was to
reduce the amount of income in fami-
lies’ checking accounts. Now we come
forward this morning with a promise to
put families first, and an outline of a
series of programs that represent and
policy goals that purport to say what
- putting families first means.

‘Mr. - President, according to the
House ‘Budget Committee and the Con-
gressional Budget Office,
agenda of putting families first could
cost - another $500 billion. So if you
combine putting people first with Fam-
ilies First, you are going to end up
with families finding themselves with
less and less resources in their own
checking accounts to do the kinds of
things they are supposed to do. Putting
people first lowered their checking ac-

counts by about $2,500, and now we are.

told we will put families first, and we
are going to have another $2, 500 out of
your checking account.

Mr. President, you know, if you real-
ly want to put families first, or people
first, it really is not all that com-
plicated. Mr. President, what is a.very

simple and clean cut goal for every-:

body in the Congress. whether you are
Republican, Democrat, or an Independ-
ent, it is pretty simple. We ought to set
as a goal trying to leave in the neigh-
borhood of around $7,000 in the fami-
lies' checking accounts instead of pull-
ing it and shipping it off to Washing-
ton. The Balanced Budget Act, which

Over a 7-year period, it- was almost’
$500 billion.- That translates to an indi-_

this new-
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was passed by this congressional ma-
jority, went a long way toward accom-
plishing that goal. That act would have
put between $2,000 and $4,000 into the
checking accounts of every family,
lower interest rates, lower payments,
and tax savings. It would have accom-
plished about half of a meaningful goal.
If we want to put families first, we
ought to leave the money with the
families who earn it. We ought to leave
them the ability to do the kinds of
things they warit to do to set their own

_priorities.

"~ 1Mr. President, let us take a look at
this average family. I have a pretty
good idea in the State of Georgia, and
I think that is probably about the case
all across' the country. Mr. President,
the average -family in Georgia makes
about $45,000 a year. Today, by the
time they have paid their Federal
taxes, by the time they have paid their
State and local taxes, by the time they
have paid their Social Security and
Medicare taxes, by the time they have
paid their share of the higher interest
rates on the national. debt, by the time
they have paid .their share of the cost
of Government regulation, they end up
with less than half the total income
that they earn to take care of their
families.

'Mr. President, that is inexcusable—
the fact that we have come to the point
in the United States that the Govern-
ment takes over half of the hard-
earned wages of a working family.

‘Now, I argue that that policy has had
a very negative effect on the American

family. I argue that there is no force in .
, America.

including Hollywood, that
has so affected the average family as
their own Government. It is not com-
plicated If the Government is going to
take half of everybody’s paycheck and
move it to Washington to be
wonderwonked by the wizard bureau-
crats here to decide what the priorities
are, you have pushed the family to the
wall. So the suggestion we are hearing
from the other side is let us take more
out of that paycheck, let us design a
group of new programs that we will
plan here in Washington to manage
your family. I think families first
needs a little asterisk that says, *
designed by the Federal Govemment
Our argument would be to leave the
wages earned by a family. in the check-
ing account of that.family, and let

"them decide what the priorities of that

family ought to be. A meaningful ob-

_jective would be, if you really want to

put families first, to leave the wages

'th'Ny earn in their checking accounts.
o

w, -Mr. President, the -efforts on
the part of the congressional majority,
the Republican Congress, were to do

Just that. We did put families first. We:

did have tax credits for children. We
did remove the tax penalty. for being
married We did help people on Social
Security. Every action we took was to
leave more resources in the checking
accounts of the families. "That is how
you put families first—leave the re-
sources with them so that they can
manage their affairs.
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We read over and over that the Amer-
ican family is anxious today, that
there is a deep anxiety in-the families.
Even at a time when we have a reason-
ably decent economy, they are still
very worried, nervous, and bothered.
Mr. President, it is because we are not
leaving enough resources in that fam-
ily. We are not leaving them the re-
sources to do the things they are sup-
posed to do. America counts on the
American family to get the country up

-in the morning, to house it, to school

it, to feed it and shelter it, to take care
of its health, to provide for the spir-
itual growth necessary to take on and

-lead the country, and we have made it.

virtually impossible for the family. to
do the job that America asks of it.

The other side has come forward, as a
follow-up of putting people first, which
really meant we are going to tax you
more. That is what this book ended up
doing. It ended up reducing the re-
sources in the average family by about
$2,600. Now we get families first. We are
told by the Congressional Budget Office
that all that array of Government
management of the American family
will cost them yet another $2.500 to
$3.000. That is going in the wrong direc-
tion. Every proposal we have had from
the other side, whether it is under the
label of putting people first, or the
label of families first, the bottom line
is that Washington is first. Washington
is first. We are going to design the way
you run your family. We are going to
design a program that manages your.
health care. We are going to design a
program that manages the relations
between you and your employer. But
most of all, we are going to tax you
more. So we have come to the point,
between putting people first and fami-
lies first, of the highest tax level in
American history, and the highest tax
burden on families in American his-

So if you are going to put the famﬂy
first, it is pretty simple: Lower their
taxes, and leave more resources in
their checking accounts. Look at the
comparison, Mr. President. Just look
at the comparison. They come up with
putting people first, and every family
pays an additional $2,500 in taxes. The
Republican majority came up with the
Balanced Budget Act. The Balanced
Budget Act would have lowered the
pressure on that family between by
about $2,000 and $4,000, depending on
who the family was. Lower interest
payments and lower tax levels across
the board, more resources in the fam-
ily. We are coming to a new election.
We have a new _program entitled *‘Put
Families First,”’ and we look at the tab
of what that is going to cost—another
$2,000 to $3,000 for each American fam-
ily. 1 argue, Mr. President, that that
has the exact reverse consequences.

Mr. President, how much time is re-

mainin
I§RBSIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes remaining,.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, in
conclusion, I just wanted to underscore
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that the only way we are going to re-
lieve the burden on the American fam-
ily today is to lower the tax level and
allow them to keep the wages they
earn, which allows chem to fulfill the
duties and responsibilities that- they

‘have. : - .
1. argue that both putting people '

first, which resulted in the largest tax
increase in America history, and now
followed by putting families first,
which will call for yet another tax in-
crease, is not the prescription for the
American family. )
If you look at the last 25 years and
what has happened to the American
family, as its tax level has pushed up-

. ward and upward, you have seen in-

creasing behavior and increasing condi-
tions in the American family that are

the exact opposite of that which we

would like to achieve.

If you really want to say put families

first, then lower the economic burden,

‘lower the economic pressure, and let

the wage earner keep their wages, and
let the wage earner and family do that
which they set as their own priorities

of the American family.




